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During much of its past, psychelogy’ represented a cul-
turally grounded enterprise that took into account the
constifutive role of cultural meanings and practices in
human development. Yet, as. historical accounts make
clear (Jahoda, 1993), this attention to culture was muted
during the 20th century, with psychology dominated by an
idealized physical science model of explanation. This has
given rise to the enigma that psychologists find it “difficult
to keep culture in mind,” noted by Cole (1996):

On the one hand, it is generally agreed that the need and
ability to live in the human medium of culture is one of
the central characteristics of human beings. On the other
hand, it is difficult for many academic psychologists to assign
culture more than a secondary, often superficial role in the
constitution of our mental life. (p. 1)

From this type of perspective, which dominates the
field, culture is seen as at most affecting the display of indi-
vidual psychological processes, but not as affecting guali-

,tzitively their form.

However, although culture remains in a peripheral role
in the contemporary discipline, recent years bave seen
a reemergence of interest in cultural approaches and an
increased recognition of their importance [0 psychologi-
cal theory. As reflected in the interdisciplinary perspec-
tive of cultural psychology (e.g., Cole, 1990; Greenfield,

1997; 1. G. Milier, 1997; Shweder, 1990), human develop-

ment occurs in historically grounded social environments
that are structured by cultural meanings and practices. Cul-
tural meanings and practices are themselves understood to
be dependent on the subjectivity of communities of inten-
tional agents. By affecting individuals’ understandings and
intentions, cuitural meanings and practices, in turn, are rec-
ognized to have a qualitative 1mpact on the development

547

CONCLUSION 523
REFERENCES 523

of psychological phenomena and to be integral to the for-
mulation of basic psychological theory.

The goal of this chapter is to highlight some of the
insights for understanding social psychology emerging
from a consideration of the cultural grounding of psycho-
logical processes. The first section of the chapter considers
factors that have contributed to the downplaying of culture
in mainstream social psychology and the assumptions that
guided some of the earliest research in the traditions of
cross-cultural psychology. In the second section, consid-
eration is given to key conceptual developments under-
lying cultural psychology, recent empirical findings that
illustrate the existence of cultural variation in basic social
psychological processes, and challenges for future theory
and research. In conclusion, consideration is given fo
the multiple contributions of a cultural perspective in

psychology.

A EA
APPROACHES TC CULTURE IN MAINSTREAM

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND IN EARLY
CROSS-CULTURAL PSYCHOLOGY

The present section provides an overview of shifts i the
role accorded to culture in psychological theory over time.
Tt also outlines some of the changing conceptual under-
standings and disciplinary practices that are affecting these
shifts.

Downplaying of Culture in Mainstream Social
Psychology

Signs of the peripheral theoretical role accorded to cul-
tural considerations in social psychology may be seen in
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its being downplayed in major social psychological pub-
lications. Texthooks typically either leave the construct of
culture theoretically undefined, treat it 2s the same as the
objective environment or social ecology, or approach it
in an eclectic way that lacks conceptual clarity. Likewise,
bastc theory tends to be presented without any reference to
cultural considerations. Culture is treated merely as a fac-
tor that influences the universality of certain psychological
effects but not as a process that must be taken into account
to explain the form of basic psychological phenomena.
An example of such a stance can be found in Kruglan-
ski and Higgins’s {2007) handbook on basic principles of
social psychology in which most of the references made
to culture occur within a chapter on culture by Chiu and
Hong (2007) or on six pages of a chapter by Oyserman
(2007) on social identity and self-regulation. Except for
a one-page citation, no reference is made to culture in
the 12 chapters devoted to the cognitive system, despite
the chapiers in this section addressing issues of basic the-
ory on which there has been extensive cultural research,
such as causal explanation, prediction, expectancy, knowl-
edge activation, and principles of social judgment. In the
following discussion, we argue that this downplaying of
culture reflects to a great degree the tendency to con-
ceptualize situations in culture-free terms, the embrace of
an idealized natural-science model of explanation, and the
default assumption of coltural homogeneity that dominates
the field. '

Culture-Free Approach ta. Situations

A key contribution of social psychology—if not its
signature explanatory feature—is its récognition of the
power of sitwations to impact behavior. Such a stance is
reflected, for example, in a series of classic stodies. Salient
examples include the Milgram conformity experiment,
which demonstrated that to conform with the orders of an
experimenter, individuals were willing to inflict a harmful
electric shock on a learner (Milgram, 1963), and the
prison expertment of Zimbardo and his colleagues (Haney,
Banks, & Zimbardo, 1973), which demonstrated that
individuals who had been thrust into the role of guards in
a simulated prison behaved abusively toward individuals
in the role of prisoners. It also may be seen in recent lines
of inguiry on such topics as individuals’ limited conscious
access to their cognitive processes, priming effects, and
the mere exposure effect {Bargh, 1996; Bornstein, Kale,
& Cornell, 1990). Social psychological work of this type
has shown that contexts affect behavior in ways that do
not depend on conscious mediation and that may even

violate individuals’ conscious expectations and motiva-
tional inclinations.

Supplementing this focus on the power of situations to
affect behavior, it has also been documented that individ-
ual differences influence the meaning accorded to situa-
tions. This attention to individual differences is evident
not only in work on personality processes but also in the
attention given to cognitive. and motivational schemas as
sources of individual variability in behavior. [ndividuai
difference dimensions, however, typically are accorded a
secondary role to sitnational influences within social psy-
chological theory. They are believed to affect the display
of certain basic psychological dimensions, but they are
not often implicated in normative models of psychological
phenomena (Ross & Nisbett, 1991).

The crucial point is that the approach to situations
that dominates social psychological inquiry treats contexts
as presenting objective information that can be known
through inductive or deductive information processing
without the need for cultural input. No consideration is
given to the possibility that culture is necessarily impli-
cated in the definition of situations or that cultural pre-
suppositions constitute prerequisites of what is considered
objective knowledge. It is assumed that variability in judg-
ment arises from differences in the information available
to individuals or from differences in their information
processing abilities, resulting in certain judgments being
more or less cognitively adequate or veridical than others
(Nisbett & Ross, 1980). Evidence that individuals from
different cultural backgrounds maintain contrasting sys-
tems of belief, value, or meaning—and that they interpret
sifuations in contrasting ways—tends to be assimilated
to an individual difference dimension. Such evidence is
viewed as implying that individual differences in attitudes,
understandings, or available information may relate to cul-
tural group membership, but not as implying that there is a
need to give any independent weight to cultural meanings
and practices per se in the construction of basic psycho-
Jogical theory.

Natural Science Ideals of Explanation

The tendency to downplay the importance of cuiture in
social psychological theory also derives from the field’s
erbrace of an idealized physical-science model of expla-
nation. Although social psychology makes use of maltiple
normative models of scientific inquiry, it has typically
treated physical science models of scientific inquiry as
the ideal approach. This has affected both the goals and
methods of inquiry in ways that have tended to marginal-
ize cultural approaches.




In terms of explanatory goals, the foremost aim of psy-
chological explanation has been to identify universal laws
of behavior. Adopting the criteria of parsimony and of
predjctive power as the hallmarks of a successful expla-
nation. psychological inquiry has been conceptualized as
involving the identification of deep structural explanatory
mechanisms that (it is assumed) underlie overt behav-
jor. Higgins and Kruglanski (1996) outline this vision for
social psychological inquiry:

A discovery of Jawful principles governing a realm of phe-
nomena is a fundamental obiective of scientific research. ...
A useful scientific analysis needs to probe beneath the sur-
face. In other words, it needs to get away from the “pheno-
typic” manifesiations and strive to uncarth the “genotypes”
that may lurk beneath. ... We believe in the scientific pur-
guit of the non-obvious. But less in the sense of uncovering
fiew and surprising phenomena than in the sense of probing
beneath surface similarities and differences to discover deep
underlying structares. (p. vii)

From this perspective, the assumption is made that fun-
damental psychological processes are timeless, ahistorical,
and culturally invariant, with the principles of explanation
in the social sciences no different from those in the natural
or physical sciences.

Based on the current physical-science view of explana-
tion, cultural considerations tend to be regarded as noise;
consequently, they are held constant in order to focus
on identifying underlying processes. According to this
perspective, an explanation that identifies a process as
dependent on culturally specific assumptions is regarded
as deficient. To discover that a phenomenon is cultur-
ally bound is to suggest that the phenomenon has not as
yet been fully understood and that it is not yet possible
to formulate a universal explanatory theory that achieves
the desired goals of being both parsimonious and highly
general.

Another consequence of the present physical-science
model of explanation is that social psychology has tended
to privilege laboratory-based methods of inquiry and fo
be dismissive of what is perceived to. be the inherent lack
of methodological control of coltural research. Skepticism
surrounds the issue of whether sufficient comparability can
be achieved in assessments made in different cultural con-
texts to permit valid cross-cultural comparisons. Serious
concerns are also raised about methodological weaknesses
inherent in the qualitative methods that are frequently
mvolved in assessment of cultural meanings and practices.
In particular, because such measures are at times based on
analyses undertaken by a single ethnographer or similar
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methods, measures used in cultural assessment are seen
as characterized by limited reliability and validity, as well
as by heavy reliance on interpretive technigues.

Default Assumption of Cultural Homogeneity

Finally, the downplaying of the importance of cultural
considerations in social psychology also stems from the
tendency to assume a universalistic cultural contexi in
recruitment of research participants and in formulation
of research questions. This type of stance has led to
skewed population sampling in research. As critics (Reid,
1594} have charged, the field has proceeded as though the
cultural context for human development is homogeneous,
consequently, vesearch has adopted stances that treat
middle-class Eurcpean-American research populations as
the default or unmarked subject of research:

Culture . .. has been assumed to be homogencus, that is,
based on a standard set of values and expectations primarily
held by White and middle-class populations. .. . For example,
in developmental psychology, children means White children
(quoyd, 1990); in psychology of women, women generally
refers to White women (Reid, 1988). When we mean other
than White, it is specified. (p. 525)

In this regard, a review conducted of more than 14,000
empirical articles in psychology published between 1970
and 1989 yielded fewer than 4% centering on African
Americans (Graham, 1992).

However, it is not only these skewed sampling prac-
tices but also the tesulting skewed knowledge base
brought to bear in inquiry that contributes to the down-
playing of the importance of cultural considerations. Com-
monly, research hypotheses are based on investigators’
translations of observations from their own experiences
into testable research hypotheses. In doing this, however,
researchers from mon—middie-class Enropean-Americat
backgrounds frequently find themselves having to sup-
press intuitions or concerns that arise from their own cul-
tural experiences. As reflected in the following account by
a leading indigenous Chinese psychologist (Yang, 1997},
the present type of stance may give rise to a sense of alien-
ation among individuals who do not share the so-called
mainstream cultural assumptions that presently dominate
the field:

1 found the reason why doing Westernized psychological
research with Chinese subjects was no longer satisfying
or rewarding to me. When an American psychologist, for
example, was engaged in research, he or she could sponta-
neously let his or her American cultural and philosophical
orientazions and ways of thinking be freely and effectively
refiected in choosing a research question, defining a concept,
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constructing a theory and designing a method. On the other
hand, when a Chinese psychologist in Teiwan was conduct-
ing research, his or her strong training by over learning the

knowledge and methadology of American psychology tended |

to prevent his or her Chinese values, ideas, concepts and ways
of thinking from being adequately reflected in the successive
stages of the research process. (p. 65)

It has been suggested, in this regard, that to broaden
psychological inquiry to be sensitive to aspects of self
emphasized in Chinese culture, greater attention would
need to be paid to such presently understudied concerns
as filial piety, impression management, relationship har-
mony, and protection of face (Hsu, 1963, 1985; Yang,
1988; Yang & Ido, 1988). Taking issues of this type
into account, researchers in the area of social attribu-
tion, for example, have highlighted the understandings
of causality entailed in the Buddhist concept of yuan, a
concept that entails the idea of cooperative causes and
that contrasts with the more unitary and fixed perspec-
tive on causality emphasized in Western cultural traditions
(Chang & Holt, 1991). As defined by Soothull and Hodous
(1968), “(yuan)...is the circumstantial, conditioning, or
secondary cause, in contrast with the direct or fundamen-
tal cause. .. the direct cause is the seed, and yuan is the
soil, rain, and the sunshine” (p. 440). The cuitural empha-
sis on ywan, evidence suggests, is related not only to the
greater emphasis given by East Asian as compared with
1.5, populations to contextual factors in social attribution
(e.g., Morris & Peng, 1994) but also to their tendencies to
take more igformation into account before making causal
attributions (Choti, Dalal, Kim-Prieto & Park, 2003).

As a consequence of its tendency to privilege consid-
erations emphasized in European-American cultural con-
texts, psycholn'g-y in many cases has focused on research
concerns that have a somewhat parochial character, as
Moscovici {1972) has argued in appraising the contribu-
tions of social psychology:

The real advance made by American social psychology
was. ..in the fact that it took for its theme of research and
for the content of its theories the issues of its own society.
Its merit was as much in its technigues as in translating the
prablems of American society into socio-psychological terms
and in making them an object of scientific inquiry. (p. 19)

In proceeding with a set of concepts that are based on
a relatively narrow set of cultural experiences, psycho-
logical research then has tended te formulate theories and
research questions that lack adequate cultural inclusive-
ness and instead are based on the experiences of highly
select populations.

Summary

Social psychological inquiry has tended to downplay cul-
tural factors, given its tendencies to accord no independent
explanatory force to cultural factors and to embrace a
natural-science model of explanation. In both its sam-
piing practices and consideration of research questions,
social psychology has privileged a middie-class Enropean-
American outlook that gives only limited attention to
diverse cultural and subcultural populations.

Early Research in Cross-Cultural and Sociecultaral
Psychology

Although cultural considerations have tended to ‘be
accorded litfle importance in social psychological the-
ory, there exists a long-standing tradition of research in

" cross-cultural psychology as well as in the sociocultural-

historical tradition of work on culture and thought.
Empirical work from these perspeciives are extensive
enough to fill the six-volume first edition of the Handbook
of Cross-Cultural Psychology (Triandis & Lambert, 1980),
as well as numerous textbooks and review chapters (e.g.,
Berry, Peortinga, Segall, & Dasen, 1952; Brislin, 1983;
Cole & Scribner, 1974), Brief consideration is given here
to some of the major traditions of work in cross-culturat
psychology, of work on culture and personality, and on
individualism/collectivism, as well to early work in the
sociocultural-historical tradition.

_Cuh‘ure and Personality

Work on culture and personality constituted am inter-
disciplinary perspective that generated great interest and
inspired extensive research throughout the middle years
of the 20th century (e.g., LeVine, 1973; Shweder, 19792,

1976b; Wallace, 1961; J. W. Whiting & Child, 1953; B. B

Whiting & Whiting, 1975). Although many of the assump-
tions of this perspective were challenged, and interest in
this viewpoint diminished after the 1980s, work in culture
and personality has served as a foundation for later work
on culture and the development of self.

Some of the earliest work in the tradition of culture
and personality adopted a critical case methodology t© test
the generality of psychological theories. For example, i
a classic example of this approach, Malinowski tested the
universality of the Qedipus complex against case material$
from the Trobriand Islands (1959). Likewise, in another
early example, Mead provided evidence that adolesCEH.Cf’
does not invariably involve the patterns of I:nsychosoChal
conflict that were once assumed in psychological theory
to be universal (1928, 1939).




Other work in colture and personality developed mod-
els that portrayed cultare as an integrated entity that con-
formed to the dominant pattern of individual personality
held by members of the culture. Applying this model to an
analysis of Japan, Benedict (1946) traced broad consisten-
cies that characterized Japanese values, social institutions,
national policy, and interpersonal relations. Similar types
of assumptions characterized national character studies,
such as in work identifying an assumed “authoritarian”
personality that was viewed as characteristic of the Ger-
man psyche and as contributing to the emphasis on obe-
dience to amthority chserved in Nazi Germany {Fromm,
1941).

Still a third thrust of work on culture and personal-

ity forwarded a persopality—integration-of-culture model '

(Kardiner, 1945; Whiting & Child, 1953). From this view-
point, individual personality structures were regarded as
adapted to cultural meanings and practices, which, in turn,
were regarded as adapted to the demands of particular eco-
logical settings. It was assumed that individuals come over

time to be socialized to behave in ways that fit their cul-,

ture. In a groundbreaking program of research that stands
as one of the most influential contributions of this school
of thought, the Six Culture study tested these relations
in an investigation that involved conducting behavicral
observations of parenting and child behavior in everyday
contexts in a worldwide sampling of cuoltures (J. W. Whit-
ing & Whiting, 1973). As one example of the many find-
ings from the Six Culture project, cultores with. complex
socioeconomic systems, characterized by such features as
occupational specialization, a central government, social
stratification, and a priesthood, were observed to give rise
to differences in the daily routines and roles that parents
assigned to children, and to tendencies for the children to
develop personality dispositions that were characterized
by domineering and aggressive tendencies.

In terms of criticisms, concerns were raised about the
determinism of treating cultuze as a reflection of individual
personality, as well as regarding what was viewed as an
overly socialized conception of the person—a conception
that treated the individual as merely passively conforming
to prevailing norms (Shweder, 1979a, 1979b). Addition-
aily, it was argued that work in culture and personality
overestimated the thematic nature of cultural forms, as
well as failed to take into account the limited longitu-
dinal stability and cross-situational consistency of per-
sonality. For example, evidence suggested that what bad
been interpreted as a difference in personality between
cultural populations in fact could be explained in norma-
tive terms—as individuals responding to the behavioral
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expectations of different everyday cultural setiings (B. B.
Whiting & Edwards, 1988).

Individualism-Collectivism

Constituting one of the most influential and Jong-standing
traditions of research in cross-cultural psychology, work
on individualism-collectivism is associated with the early
theoretical work of investigators such as Hofstede and
Triandis (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1972, 1939, 1996)
and has been'japplied to explain behavioral variation
on a worldwide scale. Thus, these constructs have been
invoked in explaining such diverse phenomena, among

_others, as values (Hofstede, 1980; §. H. Schwartz, 1994),

cognitive differentiation (Witkin & Berry, 1975), and
modernity (Inkeles, 1974).

In recent years, researchérs have shown increased inter-
est in the constructs of individualism and collectivism
as a consequence of these constructs being linked to
the distinction drawn by Markus and Kitayama (1991)
between independent versus interdependent modes of self-
constrnal. In introducing the contrast between indepen-
dent versus interdependent seif-constroal, Markus and
Kitayama did not adopt all of the assumptions of the
individualism-collectivism framework, as developed by
early cross-cultural psychologists. They were concerned
with the cultural psychological agenda of identifying
ingights for basic psychological theory of cultural varia-
tion, rather than with the cross-cultural agenda of applying
existing psychological theories in diverse cultural contexts
(for discussion of distinction between cross-cultural and
cultural psychology, see Miller, 1997; Shweder, 1990). A
cross-cultural psychologist might use the variation pro-
vided by differing social environments to test claims
made in existing psychological theories, such as assessing
whether, as predicted by attachivent theory, less secure
modes of attachment are associated with kibbutz living
arrangements, which involve early separation of the child
from their parents {e.g., Sagi & van Ijzendoom, 1994). In
contrast, a cultural psychologist would focus on conduct-

-ing research that seeks to culturally broaden existing psy-

chological theories, such as demonstrating that attachment
theory assumes a qualitatively distinctive form in a culture
such as Yapan, with its emphasis on amae (2.g., Rothbaum,
Weisz, Pott, Mivake, & Morelli, 2000}, However, in part
as a reflection of the interest in the distinction between
independent versus interdependent self-construals mtro-
duced by Markus and Kitayama (1991), the number of
investigators concerned with individualism and collec-
tivism has grown in recent years. Many investigators draw
on this framework to further the cultural psychological
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agenda of broadening basic psychological theory (e.g.,
Greenfield & Cocking, 1994; Greenfield & Suzuki, 1998),
while other investigators draw on the framework to further
the original agenda of theorists such as Triandis to develop
a universal, ecologically based framework to explain psy-
chological variation on a worldwide scaie (e.g., Oyserman,
Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002).

In terms of limitations, work on individualism/
collectivism as well as on other related broad dichotomies,
such as that between interdependent vs. independent
self-consirual (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 1991) or be-
tween Fasterners and Westerners (e.g., Nisbett, 2003) has
been criticized for its stereotypical portrayal of these two
cultural systems (e.g., Dien, 1999; J. G. Miller, 2002,
2004). Methodological criticisms have also been directed
at the widespread use of attitudinal scale measures in work
in this tradition (e.g., Kitayama, 2002), with theorists
poting the many problems associated with the limited
ability of individuals to teport on their colture and with
the inattention to everyday cuitural practices, artifacts, and
routines.

Seciocultural-Historical Approaches to Culture
ang Thought

Inspired by Vygotsky and other Soviet investigators (e.g.,
Vygotsky, 1929, 1934/1987, 1978; Luria, 1928, 1976),
theorists in the early sociocultural-historical tradition
assumed that culture has a formative influence on the
emergence of thought. Rather than viewing development
as proceeding independently of cultural learning, cultural
learning was assumed to be necessary for development.
Vygotskiian theory and related sociocultural-historical
approaches emphasized the importance of tool use in
extending cognitive capacities. From this perspective, cog-

nitive development was seen as involving the internal-

ization of the tools provided by the culture. Among the
key culfural tools assumed to transform minds were liter-
acy and formal schooling, through their assumed effects
of providing exposure to abstract symbolic resources and
giving rise (o0 modes of reasoning that are relatively decon-
textualized and not directly ted to practical activity {(e.g.,
Goody, 1968).

The earliest traditions of research undertaken by socio-
cultural historical theorists resembled those of Piage-
_ tian researchers in both their methods and their findings.
After making minor modifications, experimental tests
were administered to diverse cultural populations, that
were selected to provide a contrast in the cultural pro-
cesses thought to influence cognitive development, such as

carly research, however, tended to remain in 2 rel

literacy and schooling (e.g., Bruner, Olbver, & Greenfield,
1966; Cole, Gay, Glick, & Sharp, 1971). Early results
revealed that individuals who were illiterate or who lacked
formal education scored lower in cognitive development,
failing to show such features as abstract conceptual devel-
opment or propositional reasoning, which appeared as
end points of cognitive development in Western indus-
trialized contexis. Such findings supported a “primitive
versus modern mind” interpretation of cultura) differences,
in which it was assumed that the cognitive development
of certain populations remains arrested at lower develop-
mental levels (Greenfield & Bruner, 1969).

Later experimental research in the sociccultural-
historical tradition challenged these early conclusions
about global differences in thought and about the trans-
formative tmpact of cultural tools on minds. Programs
of cross-cultural research were undertaken that focused
on unpacking the complex cognitive processes that are
tapped in standard cognitive tests (Cole & Scribner,
1974). Also, processes such as memory were assessed
in the context of sociaily meaningful material, such as
stories, rather than merely in decontextualized ways,
such as through the presentation of words. These and
similar modifications showed that cognitive performance.
varied depending on features of the task and that cultural
differences did not remain stable. In a landmark program
of such research, Scribner and Cole {1981} conducted
research among the Vai tribal community as a way of
assessing the impact of literacy on thought independently
of the effects of schooling. Although formal schooling
enhanced performance on tests of cognitive achievement,
it had limited generality to everyday domains of thought
(Sharp, Cole, & Lave, 1979).

Overall, early work in the sociocultural-historical tra-
diticn established a strong foundation for contemporary

" cogunitive research in cultural psychology. Whereas early

findings suggested that culture had the effect of arresting
the rate of cognitive development or the highest levels of
cognitive development attained, this finding was qualified
as conclusions pointed to the need for a more confexiu-

“ally based view of cognition. The initial image of global

cuitural differences in thought, linked to an image of a
primitive versus modern mind, gave way to a VIEW of
commmon basic cognitive competencies.

Summary

In sum, easly research in cross-cultural psychology ani
in the sociocultural-historical tradition laid a groundwors

for contemporary research in cultural psychology. This
atively
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peripheral,ro}e in the discipline and not to impact fun-
damentally on psychological theory. Thus, in particular,
work on culture and personality never challenged the
universality of psychological theories. Work on individ-
galism and collectivism was concerned with developing
parareeters that affected the level of development of par-
ticulatly psychological phenomena, but not the nature
of the psychological phenomena themselves. Although
carly research in the sociocultural-historical tradition
approached cognitive processes as culturally dependent,
it tended not to go beyond a contextuaily based view of

" cognition and claims of universal cognitive competencies

in its implications for psychelogical theory.

Tnsights and Challenges of Culfural Psyehology

Cultural psychology represents an eclectic interdisci-
plinary perspective that has many roots. In many {but not
all) cases, investigators associated with some of these tra-
ditions of research in cross-cultural psychology moved
toward a cultural psychological outlook in response to the
perceived limitations of some of the conceptual frame-
works and goals of their earlier research. Thus, for
example, many leading investigators associated with cul-
ture and petsonality, such as individuals who worked on
the Six Culture project (B. B. Whiting & Whiting, 1975),
as well as those associated with early work in the
sociocultural-historical tradition on culture and thought,
are at the forefront of contemporary work in cultural psy-
chology. Research in cultural psychology has also drawn
from disciplinary perspectives outside psychology. Thus,
within psychological and cognitive anthropology, many
investigators moved in a coltural psychological direction
both from a concern that some of the early theories of
culture and personality were parochial and needed to be
formulated in more cultoraily grounded terms and from
a sense that to understand culture requires attention to
psychological and not merely anthropological considera-
tions (e.g., Lutz & White, 1986; T. Schwartz, White, &
Lutz, 1992; Shore, 1996, Strauss & Quinn, 1997). Thus,
for example, arguments were made that to avoid an aver-
sociatized conception of the person as merely passively
conforming to cultural expectations required taking into
account the subjectivity of intentional agents (e.g., Strauss,
1992). In another major research tradition, interest devel-
oped in cultural work within sociolinguistics. Thus, in
work on language learning, it was recognized that individ-
nals come to acquire not onty the code of their language
but also the meaning systems of their cultore through
everyday language vse {e.g., Heath, 1983; P. Miller, 1986;
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Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984). Likewise, it came {0 be under-
stood that everyday discourse contexts serve as a key
context of cultural transmission.

Key Conceptual Premises

The perspective of cultural psychology is defined concep-
tually by its view of culture and psychology as mutoally
constitutive phenomena. From this perspective, cuitural
processes are seen as presupposing the existence of com-
munities of intentional agents who contribuie meanings
and form to cultural beliefs, values, and practices. Psycho-
logical functioning is seen as dependent on coltural medi-
ation, as individuals participate in and come to acquire, as

well as create, and transform the shared meaning systems

of the cultural comununities in which they pariicipate.
it is this monistic assumption of psychological and cul-
tural processes as mutually dependent—not the type of
methodology adopted —that is central to cultural psychol-
ogy. Thus, for example, whether an approach employs
qualitative versus quantitative methods or comparative
versus single cultural analysis does not mark whether the
approach may be considered as within the tradition of
cultural as compared with cross-cuitural psychology.

Active Contribution of Meanings to Experience

A core assumption underlying cultural psychology is
linked to the insight of the Cognitive Revolution regarding
the importance of meanings in mediating behavior (Bruner,
1990). Individuals go beyond the information given as
they contribute meanings to experience, with these mean-
ings in ture influencing individoals’ affective, cognitive,
and behavioral reactions. The cultural implications of this
cognitive shift were not appreciated jmmediately within
psychology. Rather, as Bruner {1990) observes in present-
ing a brief history of the field, there was a tendency for
many years to emphasize the autonomous self-construction
of knowledge—independently of cultural transmission.
The cultural implications of the Cognitive Revolation
were also not apparent for many years because of the
ascendance of information-processing accounts of cogni-
tion, which stress the antomatic processing of information
rather than the more active and creative processes of
meaning making. Nonetheless, although this image of an
active constructivist agent for many years was not linked
with cultural viewpoints, it formed a valuable theoretical
basis for coltural psychology. The recognition that an
act of interpretation mediates between the stimulus and
the response established a theoretical basis on which
investigators could draw us they began to appreciate the
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cultural aspects of meanings and these meanings’ impact
on thought and behavior..

Symbolic Views of Culture -

"The development within anthropology of symbolic views
of culture (Geertz, 1973; Sahfins, 1976; Shweder &
LeVine, 1984) also contributed to the emergence of cul-
tural psychology in that it highlighted the need to go
beyond the prevailing tendency to treat culiure merely
in ecological terms as an aspect of the objective environ-
ment. Ecological views of culture have value in calling
attention to the adaptive implications of features of the
context (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). However, they also are
limited in treating the context exclusively in objective
terms, as presenting affordances and coustraints that are
functional in nature. In such frameworks, which have
tended to be adopted in both mainstream and cross-
cultural psychology, culture is seen as nonessential to the
interpretation or construction of reality. In contrast, within
symbolic approaches, cultural systems are understood as
bearing an indeterminate or open relationship to objective
constraints rather than being fully determined by adaptive
contingencies. Within symbolic approaches to culture, cul-
tural meanings are seen as serving not merely to represent
reality, as in knowledge systems, or as serving a direc-
tive function, as in systems of social norms. Rather, they
assume constitutive or reality-creating roles. In this lat-
ter role, cultural meanings serve to create social realities,
whose existence rests partly on these cultural definitions
(Shweder, 1984). This includes not only cases in which
colturally based social definitions are integral to estab-
lishing particular social institutions and practices (e.g.,
marriage, gradvation) but also cases in which such defini-
tions form a key role in creating psychological realities.
Thus, it is increasingly recognized that aspects of psy-
chological functioning (e.g., emotions) depend, in part,
for their existence on cultural distinctions embodied in
natural language categories, discourse, and everyday prac-
tices. For example, the Japanese emotional experience of
amae (Doi, 1973; Yamaguchi, 2001) presupposes not only
the concepts reflected in this label but also norms and
practices that support and promote it. As an emotional
state, amae involves a positive feeling of depending on
another’s benevolence. At the level of social practices,
amae is evident not only in caregiver-child interactions in
early infancy (Doi, 1973, 1992), but also in the everyday
interactions of adulis, who are abie to presume that their
inappropriate behavior will be accepted by their counter-
parts in close relationships (Yamaguchi, 2001}

cultural mediation, culture is necessary for the eme

“The significance of a symbolic view of culture for the
development of cultaral psychology was in its comple-
menting the atteation to meaning-making heralded by the
cognilive revolution. It became clear not only were mean-
ings in part socially constructed and publicly based, but
they also could not be purely derived merely by induc-
tive or deductive processing of objective information. In
this way, culture became an additional essential factor in
psychological explanation, rather than merely a focus on
objective features of the context and subjective features
of the person.

Incompleteness Thesis

Finally, and most critically, the theoretical grounding
of cultural psychology emerged from the realization of
the necessary role of culture in completion of the self,
an insight that has been termed the incompleteness the-
sis (Geertz, 1973; Wertsch, 1995). This stance does not
assume the absence of innate capacities or downplay
the impact of biological influences as a source of pat-
terning of individual psychological processes. However,
without making the assumption that psychological devel-
opment is totally open in direction, with no biological
influences either on its initial patterning or on its subse-
quent developmental course, this stance calls attention to
the essential role of culture in the emergence of higher-
order psychological processes. Individuals are viewed not
only as developing in culturally specific environments
and utilizing culturally specific tools, but also as carry-
ing with them, in their language and meanings systems,
culturally based assumptions through which they interpret
experience. Although there has been a tendency within
psychology to treat this culturally specific input as noise
that should be filtered out or controlled in order 1o GNCOVEL
basic features of psychological functioning, the present
considerations suggest that it is ommipresent and canot
be held constant or eliminated. Rather, it is understood
that the culturatly specific meanings and practices that ar®
essential for the emergence of higher-order psychOIOgica-l
processes invariably introduce a certain cultural-historicﬂl_
specificity to psychological functioning. As Geertz (1973)
once noied:

We are . . . incomplete or unfinished animals who complete OF

finish ourselves through cultare—and not through culture 10
general but through highly particuiar forms of it- (p- 49)

it is assumed m?t
4 without
rgel’kCE‘ )

From the present perspective,
whereas an involuntary response may Procec




of higher-order psychological processes. Wertsch (1995)
articutates this point:

Cultural, institetional, and historical forces are ‘imported’
into individuals’ actions by virtue of using cultural tools,
on the one hand, and socioculfural settings are created and
recreated throngh individuals’ use of mediational means, on
the other. The resulting picture is one in which, because of
the role cultural tools play in mediated action, it is virfually
impossible for us o act in a way that is not socioculturally
situated. Nearly all human action is mediated actien, the
only excepdons being found perhaps at very early stages
of onfogenesis and in natural responses such as reacting
involuntarily to an unexpected lond noise. {p. 160}

Thus, for example, whereas involuntary physiological
reactions may be elicited by situational events, whether
they become interpreted and experienced in emotional
terms depends in part on such input as culturally based
theories regarding the nature, causes, and consequerices
of emotions, culiural routines for responding to emotions,
natural language categories for defining emotions, and a
range of other sociocultural processes.

This assumption of the interdependence of psycho-
logical and cultoral processes represents the central idea
of cultural psychology. Notably, the term cultural psy-
chology was selected by theorists to convey this central
insight that psychological processes need to be understood
as always grounded in particular sociocultural-historical
contexts that influence their form and patterning, just as
cultural communities depend for their existence on par-
ticular communities of intentional agents. The present
constderations then lead to the expectation that qualitative
differences in modes of psychological functioning will
be observed among individuals from cultural communi-
ties characterized by contrasting self-related sociocuitural
meanings and practices.

Summary

Among the key conceptual insights giving rise to cultural
psychology were the emergence of a view of the individ-
ual as actively contributing meanings to experience and an
understanding of culture as a symbolic system of mean-
ings and practices that cannot be explained exclusively
in functional terms as mapping onto objective adaptive
constraints. Crucial to the field’s development was that
it also came to be recognized that higher-order psyche-
logical processes depend for their emergence on indi-
viduals’ participation in particular sociocultural contexts,
and thus that culture is fundamental to the development
of self.
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‘Select Overview of Empirical Research

in Cultural Psychclogy

The present section reviews studies in social psychol-
ogy that embody this core insight regarding the cultural
grounding of psychological processes, an insight that is
central to the many traditions of work in cultural psychol-
ogy (e.g., Cole, 1990, 1996; Markus et al., 1996; 1. G.
Miller, 1997; Shweder, 1950; Shweder et al., 1998). While
the overview is selective in the range of research it consid-
ers as well as in its focus on work in social psychology,
the overview serves to illustrate ways in which cultural
research is offering new insights into the cultural ground-
ing of psychological phenomena. Consideration here is
given to sample cultural psychological research on core
substantive topics in social psychology. In each case, the
work reviewed identifies variability in basic psychological
processes.

Social Attribution

In early groundbreaking work on social attribution,

- Shweder and Bourne (1984) challenged the complete-

ness of contemporary social psychological theories of
social attribution. It was documented that, as compared
with European-Americans, Hindu Indians place signifi-
cantly greater emphasis in person description on actions
versus abstract traits, with their person descriptions
more frequently making reference to the context. Thus,
for example, their investigation revealed that whereas
European-Americans are more likely to describe a friend
by saying she is friendly, Indians are more likely to
describe the friend by saying she brings cakes to my
family on festival days. This type of cultural difference
was not explicable in terms of the types of ecological or
individual psychological factors that had been emphasized
in previous studies, such as variation in schooling, literacy,
socioeconomic status; linguistic resources, or capacities
for abstract thought. Rather, the trends were demonstrated
to reflect the contrasting cultural conceptions of the
person and related sociocuftural practices emphasized
in Hindu Indian versus European-American cultural
commmunities,

Subsequent cross-cultural developmental research on
social attribution demonstrated that these types of cul-
tural considerations give rise to variation in the paths and
endpoints of development (1. G. Milker, 1984, 1987). It
was documented that whereas Buropean-American chil-
dren show anm age increase in their reference to (raits
(e.g., “she is aggressive™) but no age-related change in
their reference to contextual considerations, Hindu Indian
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children show an age increase in their references to the
social context {e.g., “there are bad relations between our
families™) but no age increase in their references to traits.
This type of work has been extended to understanding the
development of theory of mind, with cultural work calling
into question claims that theory of mind understandings
develop spontaneously toward an endpoint of trait psy-
chology (Lillard, 1998; Wellman & Mitler, 2008).

The research has also been extended to the domain
of dutobiographical memory, with work by Qi Wang and
her colleagues documenting that the age of first aute-
biographical memmories are earlier among the U.S, than
among Chinese populations, and that the content of these
memories vary in ways that reflect cross-cultural differ-
ences observed in social attribution (Han, Leichtman &
Wang, 1998; Wang, 2001, 2004; Wang & Leichtman,
2000). Thus, whereas the autobiograpkn‘cal memories of
11.5. children and adults tend to be focused on the self’s
unique perspective, the autobiographical memories of Chi-
nese childrer and adults tend to focus on everyday social
routines and to include more information about social
relations. ,

In other lines of work on social atiribution and cog-
nition, cultural research is calling into question the uni-
versality of various atiribution tendencies long assumed
to be basic to all psychological functioning. Thus, for
example, it has been demonstrated that Japanese col-
lege students tend to maintain weaker beliefs in attitude-
behavior consistency than do Australian college stndents
(Kashima, Siegal, Tanaka, & Kashima, 1992), while being
less prone than are North American college students to
show cognitive dissonance biases—that is, tendencies o
distort attitudes and beliefs to make them more congruent
with behavior (Heine & Lehman, 1997; Hoshino-Browne,
Zanna, Spencer, Zanna, Kitayama & Lackenbauer, 2005;
Kitayama, Snibbe, Markus & Suzuki, 2004). Also, rela-
tive to European-Americans, Bast Asians have been found
to be less prone to the fundamental attributional error (Ji,
Peng, & Nisbett, 2000), a tendency to treat behaviors as
correspondent with dispositions. Likewise, reflecting their
sensitivity to context, Japanese show less vulnerability
than do Americans to the correspondence bias, a tendency
to infer corresponding attitudes in a person whose behav-
ior is constrained (Masuda & Kitayama, 2004). It has also
been found that Chinese, as compared with Americans, are
less influenced by the response alternatives presented on
rating scales when reporting on unobservable behavior,
an effect seen as reflecting the emphasis in collectivist
cultures on monitoring of behavior to avoid inappropriate
conduct (¥i, Schwarz & Nisbett, 2000). '

Cognitive Styles and Perception

Extending this earlier attributional work, a line of research
has also developed to support the claim that cultural vari-

.ation exists at the level of core epistemological presup-

positions that impact on basic perceptual processes. In
particular, the claim has been made by Nisbett and his
colleagues that East Asian outlooks embody a holistic
viewpoint that approaches thought in a dialectical way that
makes little use of formal logic, whereas Western outlooks
embody an analytic viewpoint that focuses attention on
objects and that relies on rules and formal logic (Nisbett,
2003; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001; Peng &
Nisbett, 1999). These contrasting outlooks are seen as hav-
ing their origins histerically in markedly different social
and cultural systems that existed in Anclent Greek and
Chinese society, which were characterized by contrasting
emphases on aspects such as personal agency versus social
harmony, and on free debate versus social control. In
terms of implications for psychology, holistic as compared
with analytic thought is shown to impact on logic as well
as on basic perceptual processes.

In terms of logic, the contrast is drawn between dialecti-
cal outlooks associated with Chinese and other East Asian
cultural perspectives that emphasize seeking a “middle
way” between opposing positions that might otherwise
appear as seeming contradictions, in contrast to an analytic
outlook that copstitutes a lay version of Aristotelian
logic and emphasizes resolving apparently contradic-
tory positions to derive one assumed correct outlook.
Reflecting this type of contrast, experimental research has
demonstrated that when presented with different types of
arguments, Chinese, as coropared with U.S. participants,
preferred dialectical over classical Western arguments
(Peng & Nisbett, 1999; see also Ji, Nisbett, & Su, 2001).
Also, when presented with apparently coniradictory propo-
sitions, Chinese were moderately accepting of both posi-
tions while Americans adopted more polarized outlooks.
These contrasting perspectives have also been shown _tQ
affect knowledge related to the self. Thus, for examP1§=
research has shown that contradictory self-knowledge 15
more accessible among Japanese and Chinese than among
Buro-Americans (Spencer-Rodgers, Boucher, Mori, Wang,
& Peng, 2009; Spencer-Rodgers, Williams, & Peng, 2010):
Notably, recent research is also pointing to & cuitilrﬂﬂ_Y
vatiable preference for holistic as compared with analytic
modes of thought (Buchtel & Norenzayan. 2008): ﬂf}d'
suggesting that the emphasis on holistic thinking fo‘md_m._
East Asian cultures leads to a greater cultivation of 37%P€rt
forms of intuitive thinking, such as meditation practices;
than found in the West {Buchtel & Norenzayan, 2009)-

i



The conirast il analyti¢ as compared with holistic
thinking is also viewed as giving rise to shifts in per-
ception, with East Asian populations more sensitive to
contextual features of their environment than are Euro-
Americans. For example, in experimental research, Japa-
nese and Americans were shown animated vignettes of
underwater scenes and in a subsequent recognition test
asked to judge whether they had been previously shown
specific objects that were riow presented in either a new or
in their original settings (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001). Only
the responses of Japanese were affected by the contextual
information, with Japanese respondents more accurate
when they saw objects in their original setting as compared
with a novel setting, and U.S. respondents unaffected by
this contextual manipuiation. These same types of cultur-
ally based perceptual differences have also been shown to
" affect the phenomena of change blindness, a phenomenon
in visnal perception in which large changes occurring in
foll view in a visnal sceme are not noticed (Simons &
Rensink, 2005). Whereas research on change blindness
" has established that Americans are more sensitive to
changes in focal objects than to objects in the periphery or
context, cultural research demonstrates that the opposite
trend occurs among East Asians, who are more sensitive
to contextual change information than to focal object
changes (Masuda & Nisbett, 2006). Work on visual
perception also documents that European-Americans are
spontaneously more attentive to using part-object cues
in perceptual inference than are Asian Americans {Ishii,
Tsukasaki, & Kitayarna, 2009). Similar types of cultural
differences in perception have been documented on the
framed-line test (Kitayama, Duffy, Kawamura, & Larsen,
2003). This task involves involves presenting individuals
first with a square frame within which is printed a vertical
fine, and next with a second square frame of the same or
different size, and asking the participants to draw a line
that either is the same absolute length as in the fitst frame
{absolute task) or that is of the same proportion relative
to the height of the surrounding frame (relative task).
Cultural differences are found to occur, with Americans
performing better on the absolute task and Japanese
performing better on the refative task.

Recent work in this tradition has aiso focused on iden-
tifying the mechanisms underlying these types of percep-
tmal differences, such as variation in allocation of attention.
Researchers utilizing a visual change detection task found
that East Asians are better than Americans at detecting
color changes when a set of colored blocks is expanded to
cover a wide region and are worse than Americans when it
is shrunk in size (Boduroghy, Shah, & Nisbett, 2009). Such
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findings support the claim that relative to Americans, East
Asians tend to allocate their attention more broadly, which
may be telated to their overall greater context sensitivity.

Recent work has also traced this type of difference
o features of the physical and cultural environment. A
study that involved presenting both U.S. and Japanese col-
lege students with photographs of locations in cities in the
United States, as well as in Japan, revealed that in both
cultural groups the Japanese scenes tended to be seen as
including more elements than did the U.S. scenes, pro-
viding support for the claim that cultural variation in pat-
terns of atteniion relate to contrasting affordances of the
physical context (Miyamoto, Nisbett, & Masuada, 2006).
The same types of cultural differences bave been found in
research that involved comparing drawings of landscape
pictures as well as photographs taken by U.S. and East

- Asian college students, as well as that analyzed styles

found in Western as compared with Hast Asian art, with
East Asian artistic products characterized by greater con-
text inclusiveness and less object centeredness than West-
ern artistic products (Masuda, Gonzalez, Kwan, & Nisbett,
2008).

S élf—Pracesses

In the area of the self-concept, psychological research
is challenging the long-standing assumption that indi-
viduals spontancously engage in self-maintenance sirate-
gies that are oriented toward self-enhancement, and that
self-esteem is umiversally fundamental to psychological
well-being (Heine, Lehman, Markus & Kitayama, 1999).
Open-ended attributional research ou self-description has
documented that whereas the open-ended self-descriptions
of U.S. adults emphasize positive attributes (Herzog,
Franks, Markus, & Holmberg, 1998), those of Japanese
adults emphasize either weakness or the absence of neg-
ative self-characteristics (e.g., I'm poor at math, I'm not
seHfish), Research has also documented that whereas the
scores of Americans on measures of self-esteém tend io be
higher than the scale midpoints—an indication of a ten-
dency toward self-enhancement—those of Japanese tend
o be at or stightly below the scale midpoint, an indica-
tion of a tendency to view the self as similar to others
(E. Diener & Diener, 1993).

In a growing body of research, investigators are also
examining the boundaries of this culturat difference in seli-
enhancement and associated processes. Thus, for example,
research that has utilized a modified version of the Implicit
Association Test (Greenwald & Farnham, 2000) among
Tapanese and American populations indicates that the cul-
tural difference in self-enhancement does not tend to occur
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when assessed on an implicit level or in a context that does
not invelve emotional interdependence, but does occur at
an explicit level (Kitayama & Uchida, 2003). The grow-
ing body of work conducted on this topic also indicates
that self-enhancement among East Asians does not tend to
oceur with methods that involve directly comparing one-
self to the average other, though is evident in methods
in which separate judgments of self and others are made
(Hamamusa, Heine, & Takemoto, 2007; Heine & Hdma-
mura, 2007; Rose, Endo, Windschitl, & Suls, 2008). How-
ever, whereas this recent work provides some indication
that some level of tactical self-enhancement is universal,
it supports the claim of marked cross-culiural differences
in the prominence of self-enhancement and in its impact
on behavior (Heine, Kitayama, & Hamamura, 2007},

One of the most far-reaching implications of this type
of research is that it calls into question the centrality
of self-esteem in psychological functioning in collectivist
cultural communities, and suggests that other types of
self-processes may be more central in everyday adapta-
tion in such contexts. In this regard, cross-national sur-
" vey research has shown that self-esteem is more closely
associated with life satisfaction in individualist than in
collectivist cultures (E. Diener & Diener, 1995). In con-
trast, a concern with maintaining relationship harmony
shows a stronger relationship with life satisfaction in
collectivist than in individualist cultures (Gabrenya &
Hwang, 1996). These contrasting patterns of interrela~
tionship distinguish everyday socialization practices and
have adaptive consequences. Thus, for example, Chinese
as well as Japanese mothers tend to be more self-critical
of their children’s academic performance than are U.S.
mothers (Crystal & Stevenson, 1991), with this stance
irplicated in the tendencies of Chinese and Japanese
versus U.S. mothers to place greater emphasis on their
children’s exerting effort to achieve academically (Steven-
son & Lee, 1990). Research has also shown that whereas
North Americans persist less on tasks after failure than
after success” Japanese persist more after failure {(Heine
et al., 2001). This cultural difference is seen as result-
ing from the greater tendencies of Japanese to experience
negative feedback as constructive rather than as a threat
to their self-esteem, given their lesser tendencies to self-
enhance.

Cultural research on the self is also challenging psy-
chological theory in the domain of self-consistency. Social
psychological theory has long assumed that individuals
are inherently motivated to maintain a consistent view
of the self and that such consistency is integral to psy-
chological well-being. This stance is evident not only in

classic theories of cognitive dissonance {Festinger, 1957),
but also in more recent work on attributjon. For example,
work on self-verification has shown that individuals tend
to prefer information that is consistent rather than incon-
sistent about themselves {Swann, Wenzlaff, Krull, & Pei-
ham, 1992), as well as that autobiographical memories
are structured in ways that preéerve a consistent sense
of self (Ross, 19893, In addition, work on psychological
health has suggested that having an integrated and consis-
tent view of self has adaptive value (Jourard, 1965; Suh,
2000).

A growing body of attributional research in Asian cul-
tures, however, suggests in these cultures that the self
tends to be experienced as more fluid than is typically
observed in U.S. populations. Work on self-description has
demonstrated, for example, that the self-descriptions of
Japanese but not of Americans tend to vary as a function
of the presence of others (Kanagawa, Cross, & Markus,
2001). Likewise, experimental research has documented

that cognitive dissenance effects tend not to be observed -

among Japanese as compared with Canadian populations
(Heine & Lehman, 1997), and that consistency across situ-
ations shows a much weaker relationship to psychological
well-being among Korean as compared with American

populations (Suh, 2000).

Emotions

Emotions provide a particularly challenging area for cul-
tural research because they invelve not merely cognition
but also behavioral action tendencies and somatic reac:
tions. Notably, as suggested in the following discussion,
culture affects the expression of emotions and their form,
as well as their role in mental health outcomes.

One influence of cultural processes on emotion 0CCUTS
in the degree of an emotion’s elaboration of suppressi.ﬂﬂ-.-
It has been documented that cultural mean'mgs and prae-
tices affect the extent to which particular emotions af
hypercognized (in the sense that they are highly differen-
tiated and implicated in many everyday culitural concepfﬁ
and practices) versus hypocognized (in that there is UE
tle cognitive or behavioral elaboration of them Levys
1984). Even universal emotions play contrasting r016§ m
individual experience in different cultural setting
example, whereas in ail cuoltures both socially eng -
feelings (e.g., friendliness, connection) and socially dls'
engaged feelings (e.g., pride, feelings of superiority) M3
exist; however, among Japanese only socially engﬁg_?¢
feelings are linked with general positive feelings, Whe__r??js
among Americans both types of emotions have postEYe
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links (Kitavama, Markus, & Kurokawa, 2000; Kitaydama,
Mesquita, & Karasawa, 2006). '

Cross-cultural differences have also been observed in
emotion categories as well as in individuals’ appraisals
of emotions. Variation in emotion concepts has been doc-
zmented not only in the case of culturally specific cate-
gories of emotion, such as the concept of amae among
the Japanese (Russell & Yik, 1996; Wierzbicka, 1992),
but also among such assumed basic emotions as anger
and sadness (Russell, 1991, 1994). For example, Turk-
ish aduits make different appraisals of common emotional
experiences than do Dutch adults, whose cultural back-
ground s more individualist (Mesquita, 2001). Thus, as
compared. with Dutch adults, Turkish adults tend to cate-
gorize emotions as more grounded in assessments of social
worth, as more reflective of reality than of the jnner sub-
jective states of the individual, and as located more within
the self-other relationship than confined within the subjec-
tivity of the individual. In addition, research documents
that a rélationship exists between dialectical reasoning
and emotional experience, with Japanese, as compared
with Americans, more prone to report experienciag both
positive and negative emotions simultaneously about the
same experience (Miyamoto, Uchida, & Ellsworth, 2010;
Spencer et al., 2010).

Notably, work on culture and emotions is also providing
evidence of the open relationship that exists between phys-
jological and somatic reactions, social relationships, and
emotional experiences. For example, research has revealed
that aithough Minangkabu and U.S. men show the same
patterns of autonomic nervous system arousal to voluntary
posing of prototypical emotion facial expressions, they
differ in their emotional experiences (Levenson, Fkman,
Heider, & Friesen, 1992). Whereas Americans tend fo
interpret their arousal in this type of situation in emotional
terms, Minangkabu tend not to experience emotion in such
cases, because it violates their culturally based assump-
tions that social relations constitute an essential element
in emotional experience. Likewise, it has been shown that
Japanese show a greater tendency than do Americans to
infer emotions based on relationships rather than on one-
self (Uchida, Townsend, & Markus, 2009},

Cultural influences on the mental health consequences
of affective arousal are also being documented. For
example, various somatic experjences—such as fatigue,
loss of appetite, or agitation—that are given a psycho-
logical interpretation as emotions by European-Americans
tend not to be interpreted in emotional terms but rather
as purely physiological events among individuals from
various Asian, South American, and African coltural
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backgrounds (Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997).
Notably, such events tend o be explained as originating
in problems of interpersonal relationships, thus reguiring
some form of nonpsychofogical form of intervention for
their amelioration (Rosalde, 1984; White, 1994).

Motivation, Moraiity, and Attockment

Whereas early cross-cultural research on motivation was
informed exclusively by existing theoretical models, such
as Rotter’s framework of internaf versus external locus
of control (Rotter, 19663, recent work suggests that moti-
vation may assume socially shared forms. This kind of
focus, for example, is reflected in the construct of sec-
ondary coatrol, which has been identified among Japanese
populations, in which individuals are seen as demonstrai-
ing agency via striving to adjust to sifuational demands
(Morling, 2000; Morling, Kitayama, & Miyamoto, 2002,
2003; Weisz, Rothbaum, & Blackburn, 1984). Likewise,
research in India is pointing to the existence of joint forms
of control, in which the agent and the family or other
social aroups are experienced as together equally impor-
tant in bringing about certain ontcomes (Sinha, 1990).

In another related area of work on motivation, research
is highlighting the positive affective associations linked
with social expectations. For example, behavioral research
has documented that Asian-American children experience
greater intrinsic motivation for an anagrams task that has
been selected for them by their mothers thaa for one that
they have freely chosen (Tyengar & Lepper, 1999)..In
contrast, European-American children experience greater
intrinsic motivation when they have selected such a task
for themselves.

Support for the view that agency is compatible with
meeting social expectations may also be seen in-attribu-
tion research, which has shown that Indian adults report
wanting to help as much and deriving as much satisfaction
from helping when acting to fulfill norms of reciprocity
as compared with when acting in the absence of such
normative expectaiions (J. G. Miller & Bersoff, 1994).
Indians also associate a sense of choice with the ful-
filment of role-related interpersonal responsibilities and
social expectations to meet the needs of family and friends
tend 1o be more fully internalized among Indizns than
among Amesicans {J. G. Miller, Das, & Chakravarthy,
2011). Afthough these types of findings support the asser-
tion made by self-determination theorists that in alt cuol-
tares agency involves individuals coming subjectively to
experience their actions in terms of internalized motiva-
tional factors (Chirkev, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003}, they
underscore the need in work on self-determination theory
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to recognize that cuftural variation exists in the affective
meanings of duty and in the degree to which acting out
of a sense of role based duty rather than only out of psy-
chological motives, such as valoes or feli importance, is
experienced in agentic ways.

In turn, research in the domain of morality with both
Hindu Indian populations (Shweder, Mahapatra, & Miller,
199()} and among orthodox religious commanities within
the United States (Jensen, 1997} has documented forms
of morality based on concerns with divinity that are not
encompassed by existing psychological theories of moral-
ity (e.g., Kohlherg, 1971; Turiel, 1983). Furthermore,
work on moralities of comumunity (J. G. Miller, 1994,
2001; Snarey & Keljo, 1991) has documented the individ-
ualistic cultural assamptions that inform Gilligan’s morat-
ity of caring framework (Gilligan, 1982). This research
reveals that in collectivist cultural settings responsibilities
to meet the needs of family and friends tend to be regarded
as role related duties rather than, as assurned by Gilligan,
self-chosen commitments.

In terms of relationshjp‘rescarch, 4 growing cross-
cultural literature on attachment is suggesting that some
of the observed variation in distribution of secure ver-
sus nonsecure forms of attachment arises, at least in par,
from contrasting cultural values related to attachment,
rather than from certain cultural subgroups havihg less
adaptive styles of attachment. For example, résearch con-
ducted among Puerto Rican families suggests that the
greater tendency of children to show highly dependent
forms of attachment reflects the contrasting meanings that
they place on interdependent behavior. An analysis of
open-ended responses of mothers revealed that compared
with Eurcpean-American mothers, Puoerto Rican moth-
ers viewed dependent behavior relatively positively as
evidence of the child’s relatedness to the mother. Sug-
gesting that present dimensions of attachment may not be
fully capturing salient concerns for Puerto Rican mothers,
this work further demonstrated that Puerto Rican mothers
spontaneously emphasized other concerns—such as dis-
play of respect and of tranquillity —that are not tapped by
present attachment formulations.

In other research, work on attachment among Japanese
populations highlights the greater emphasis on induf-
gence of the infant’s dependency and on affectively
based rather than informationally oriented communication
in Japanese versus American families (Rothbaum, Kak-
inuma, Nagaocka, & Azuma, 2007; Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott,
Miyake, & Morelli, 2000, 2001). In contrast to the pre-
dictions of attachment theory, however, such forms of
parenting are not associated with maladaptive outcomes;

rather, these parenting styles have positive adaptive impli-
cations in fitting in with the cultural value placed on amae,
an orientation that involves being able fo depend on the
other person’s good will and that plays a central role in
close relationships throughout the life cycle (for related
claims see also, Carlson & Harwood, 2003; Harwood
Miller, & Trizarry, 1995).

Summary

Work in cnitural psychology is not only decumenting cul-
tural variability in psychological outcomes, but is also
focused on uncovering respects in which this variation
highlights the implicit cultural underpinnings of existing
psychological effects. We have seen the existence of con-
trasting culturally based cognitive styles, as well as exten-
sive cultural variation in basic psychological processes
involving the self, emotions, motivation, morality, and
attachment.

New Directions and Challenges

Not only has there been a dramatic increase in the num-
ber of culturally based investigations being undertaken in
social psychology in recent years, but this work is pro-
ceeding in new directions. Brief consideration is given
here to identifying some of these new directions as well
as 1o pinpointing both longstanding and new challenges
of social psychological work in cultural psychology.

Within and Between Culiural Variation

A valuable new direction of cultural work in social psy-

chology is to give greater attention to within- and between-
culture variation linked to regional, cultural, as well as
socioeconomic differences. Such work is pointing to vazi-
eties of individualism and collectivism as well as to the
impact of differential resources and experiences on cultural
outlooks.

In terms of within-culture variation, greater attention is
being given to regional variation. For example, yariations
in cultural perspectives occur within the United States that
reflect the historical experiences and outlooks that develop
in particular areas (Kitayama, Conway, PietromoBaco;
Park, & Plaut, 2010). In this régard, for example, Nisbett
and Cohen have documented the concerns with a culivre
of honor in southern and western parts of the United States
and shown its widespread impact on attitudes and behavwl'-
(Nisbett & Cohen, 1996). In work on psychological well
being conducted among a nationally representative safoplé
of midlife Americans, Plaut and her colleagues have also
identified distinct regional concerns, such as & concert




_ in New England with not being socially constrained, as
compared with a concern with personal growth and feeling
cheerful and happy in the Southwest (Plaut, Markus, &
Lachman, 2002; Markus, Plaut, & Lachman, 2004).
Inereasingly researchers are also attending to variation
" jinked to socioeconomic status. For example, ethnographic
research conducted among European-Americans has doc-
umented that within lower-class and working-class com-
munities there tends tend to be a “hard defensive” type of
individuaiism, which stresses the adoption of abilities to
cope in harsh everyday environments, in contrast with the
“soft” individualism found in upper middle class contexts,
which stresses the cultivation of individual uniqueness
and gratification (Kusserow, 1999). Research also sug-
gests that lower SES individuals, as compared to higher
- SES individuals, are more prone to act in a prosocial man-
per (Piff, Kraus, Cote, Cheng, & Keltner, 2010), have a
reduced sense of personal control (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner,
2009), are more cognizant of others in their social envi-
ronment {Kraus & Keltner, 2009), place greater emphasis
on contextual considerations, and are more empathically
accurate (Kraus, Cote, & Keltner, 2010). The claim has
also been made that the modes of agency emphasized
within working class communities resemble those found
in collectivist culiures in focusing more on social and rela-
tional styles than do the models of agency found within
middie class communities in the United States (Snibbe &
Markus, 2005; Stephens, Markus, & Townsend, 2007).

Greater attention is also being given in recent years
o expanding research beyond the simple comparisons of
Asian and North American populations. This is seen, for
example, in work that has shown that Central and East
Europeans, like East Asians, tend to be more holistic
than are U.S. populations (Varnum, Grossmann, Katunar,
Nisbett, & Kitayama, 2008), and that southern Italians,
who culturally are relatively more imterdependent, tend to
reason in a more holistic way than do northern Italians
(Knight & Nisbett, 2007).

In terms of challenges, while this attention to within-
and between cultural diversity represents a valuable direc-
tion to continue to pursue in foture work, it is also valuable
to approach it with more culiurally grounded theoreti-
cal understandings and in terms of new dimensions. For
example, while there may be similarities on certain psy-
chological dimensions between the responses of work-
ing class individuals within the United States and the
responses of varicus collectivist populations, marked dif-
ferences distinguish these subgroups and thus they shoeld
not be regarded as equivalent or identical in outlook. As
a way of theoretically sharpening existing explanatory
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frameworks, it is crucial to continue to extend consid-
eration of culteral variation beyond comparisons of Asian
and North American populations and between conirasts on
such well-worn dimensions as analytic/holistic thought or
interdependent versus independent self-construal, a dis-
tinction that continues to be emphasized (Varnum, Gross-
mann, Kitayama, & Nisbett, 2010). For example, to the
extent that holistic thinking is found not only in East
Asian cultural comnmnities, but is also evident in India as
well as in various European cultural groups, théories that

‘explain the origins of these modes of thought in terms of

historical traditions linked to Greek and Chinese thought
will be shown to be limited in explanatory force. Also,
to the extent that communities are understood in more
culturally nuanced ways, it will be possible to identify
more subtle and dynamic differences distinguishing dif-
ferent cultural and subcultural viewpoints.

Priming and Process Accounts of Culture

One of the newest directions of cultural research in social
psychology is the effort to tap culturally based processes
by means of priming, a procedure that involves implicit
memory effects in which exposing someone to a stimulus
influences their responses 10 a later stithulus. This type of
effort increasingly has been adopted in efforts to prime
individualism and collectivism directly (Oyserman &
Lee, 2008). For example, widely used primes developed
by Brewer and Gardner (1996) ask participants to read a
paragraph describing a trip made either alone or with oth-
ers and to circle either first-person singular pronouns (in
the individualistic priming condition) or plural pronouns
(in the collectivist priming condition). The typical finding
is for the effects of primed individualism and collectivism
io paraliel differences observed in cross-national compar-
isons undertaken between individualistic and collectivist
populations. As an example, whereas Hong Kong siudents
preferred a compromise choice when primed with collec-
tivism (Briley & Wyer, 2002), they prefested a choice
based on their personal preferences when primed with
individuoalism.

In other approaches to priming research, priming
focuses not on dimensions associated directly with indi-
vidualism/collectivism but with the specific behavioral or
cognitive processes believed to underlie a given effect.
For example, in recent work, the assumption that differ-
ences in compassion explain the tendency for lower-class
individuals to be more altruistic than upper-class individ-
uals was experimentally supported by manipulating par-
ticipants’ experiences of compassion and assessing their
tendencies to help another person in distress (Piff et al.,
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2010). Supporting the study hypotheses, results indicated
that upper class participants exhibited greater compassion
in the compassion condition than in the baseline condition.

Notably, culturally based work on priming is seen, by
some theorists as providing support for a situated cognition
or a dynamic social constructivist view of cultural varia-
tion, in calling into question claims of fixed global differ-
ences in cultural outlook (Oyserman, Sorensen, Reber, &
Chen, 2009: Weber & Morris, 2010). This work is also sig-
nificant more generally, in empirically identifying media-
tors and moderators of any observed effects.

However, while priming represents a productive new
direction for cultural research in social psychology, it is
also vital to underscore its limitations and the need to

. go beyond current priming approaches to tap culture in
more process-oriented terms. For example, the demon-
stration in priming work that cultural differences are con-
textually dependent may represent a corrective to models
that portray the impact of culture on psychological pro-
cesses in overly generalized ways. However, as critiques
have argued (Miller, 2002}, priming approaches to cul-
ture tend to be adopted in ways that reduce culture to a
mere contextual effect. As also has been noted (Markus
& Kitayama, 2010); it is vital to understand the contrast-
ing cultural meanings associated with global comstructs
such as independence and interdependence, as well as
to better understand what is likely to be the contrasting
cultural knowledge elicited by priming techniques. More
generally, it is ciucial to avoid the tendency, assumed in
certain recent social psychological research on cultural
priming, to assume that priming is a means of directly
“measuring” culture. In addition, it should not be assumed
that culture can be measured by utilizing attitudinal scale
measures, given the understanding of culuue as socially
shared meanings and practices rather than as individual
psychological tendencies (e.g., Markus & Kitayama, 2010;
Miller, 1997, Shweder & LeVine, 1984).

Cuitural Neuroscience

Fipally, one of the newest directions of recent cul-
tural research is to understand the neurological corre-
lates of culturally variable psychological phenomena (e.g.,
Ambady & Bharucha, 2009; Chiac & Ambady, 2007).
One of the contributions of this type of work is to identify
the nevrological correlates of known cross-cultural differ-
ences. For example, recent cross-cultural research compar-
ing the performance of American and East Asian college
students on simple visuospatial tasks has found that acti-
vation in the frontal and parietal brain regions, which
are known to be associated with attentional control, were

more stronghy activated during culturally nonpreferred ag
compared with culturally preferred judgments. This work
provides evidence on a neurological level of cross-cultural
differences observed in behavior, while demonstrating that
culture moderates activation in brain networks {Hedden,
Ketay, Aron, Markus, & Gabrieli, 2008).

Work in cultural neuroscience is also providing unique
msight into neural plasticity. For exampie, consistent with
cross-cultural differences observed on a behavioral level,
it has been shown that U.S. adults show more engagement
of object-processing areas in the ventral visual cortex than

" do Chinese young adults when assessed on a visuospatial

task (Guichess, Welsh, Bodurogiu, & Park, 2006). How-
ever, this cultural difference is magnified with aging, with
elderly Singaporeans displaying larger deficits in object
processing brain areas than do elderly Americans (Chee
et al., 2000). Providing insight into the relative contri-
butions of biological and experiential factors in humnan
aging, this research provides neurological support for a
“use it or lose it” view of cognitive aging (Park & Huang,
2010 and highlights the unigue role that cultural research
can play in understanding brain-behavior relationships.
However, even with the contemporary widespread
enthusiasm for this type of research and the respect that

it gains in the larger discipline through linking cultural -

work to natural science visions of psychology (Kagan,
2007), challenges exist in the adoption of neuroscience
techniques, Neuroscience techniques in many cases serve
only to provide evidence that is congruent with known
psychological findings while adding little if any new the-
oretical insights. It is also critical to recognize the extent
to which many contemporary programs of research in neu-
roscience are circular in their conclusions, if not in cases

deterministic. Thus, for example, Miller and Kinsbourne -

(2011) point out how recent claims by Chiao et al. (2009)
to be able “to predict how individualistic or collectivist
person is across cultures” (p. 2813) by reference 0 pat:
terns of brain activation are based on a circular process
of inference. In particular, their conclusions depend on.
past cross-cultural findings related to the attributional dif-
ferences they seek 1o predict. Additionally, neurofogical
evidence is frequently applied in a deterministic Way o
argue for the biological bases of psychologica phenqm-'
ena, including cross-cultural differences, without taking
into account respects in which brain imagining is unable
to explain meaning.

Summary
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Cultural research in social psychology 1S extending 131 .

. . . i or
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stiention both to between and within-culture variation in
outlooks, exploring ways that priming techniques can pro-
vide insight ito the contextual dependence of culturally
influenced psychological effects, and expanding an under-
standing of brain-behavior relationships through work
in cultural nevroscience. However, challenges remain in
going beyond views of culture that remain overly global
ind stereotypical, and in identifying theoretical frame-
works that can incorporate new methodologies while still
7_ providing creative new insights into the cultural grounding
of basic psychological processes.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the present examination of culture in social
psychological theory highlights the importance of recog-
nizing that culture is part of human experience and needs
to be an explicit part of psychological theories that pue-
¢ port to predict, explain, and understand that experience.

. What work in cultural psychology aims to achieve, and
what it has already accomplished in many respects, is more
than to lead investigators to treat psychological findings
and processes as limited in generality. Rather than lead-
ing to an extreme relativism that precludes comparison,
_ work in this area holds the promise of leading to the for-
mulation of models of human experience that are increas-
ingly culturally inclusive. By calling attention to cultural
meanings and practices that form the implicit context for
existing psychological effects, and by broadening present
conceptions of the possibilities of human psychological
fonctioning, work in cultural psychology is contributing
new constructs, research questions, and theoretical insights
to expand and enrich basic psychological theory.
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